g @ / \C 0y % (0 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMD.ST applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly fr?ﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. OR\G“““;“'

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonsn'ilkhE-poﬁon
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq i 'VIEIB
media giants. "ﬁEﬁE

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection‘wucesg }?(?tgc‘:ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidd?EDERn. COMMUNIGATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups"”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “"grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration o\fthﬁewvards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed&@ A G&WU Date 6— 3 -9 L
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influen NAL

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. 4 o

(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-fm&ug %
media giants. |

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiorkmoes? mﬁy)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules rQE‘AS%‘iEE*ﬁ%& g‘ragnce

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed M /jg&,\ Date { -7 - 7,%
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals 1o speed processing of MMDSj applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly }t}ﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups"”. OV\\G\\\F\\'

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a\p&&l&
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ i i
media giants. ﬁ‘E&EWED

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection *ue's'sg Mry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bldde}%DEﬂALCGAMUNICATlONSOOMMISS o
. : OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signe@&%ﬁ._d&%_ Date_(G [03]99
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to W‘
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. ?\\g\

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra posmon
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ: i i
media giants. ﬁg&ﬁm

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection\muce'sg' mg!ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidderbE o cw“ UNICATIONS COMNISSION
OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regar ing "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to “insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ,gc’/ﬂ/ éa @LUJ/O/‘/ Date S — 20 FCi A
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applicationlc,: I Qfﬂj
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly inﬂuencedw I

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any - "N e
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". f .

@

(b)

©

@

©

®

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for th tea filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly 1pation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ. i i
media giants. ﬁmw

As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC d rated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology co e candidate to

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiom““cis?‘ mabry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bldd%éem COMMUNCATIONS CONMISSION

. . . ] OFFICEQF THE SECRETARY
This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by tlie FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "prefereance

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". )

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administmtjx of the awards prpcess! \A
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MMDS Applicant: Signed
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly mﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposm%\
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”.

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstmted a posmon
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ j i
media giants. Hﬁgﬁm

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection w&& Mry)

- : S li to the highest bidder.
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the hig T ERAL COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION

. . OF SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules x'egar'c&gl’:gm’E preference

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting gxtra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(¢) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed 32;53 g,&ﬁ,ﬁé Date 6—/—92
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of Mﬁgg‘tﬁ!x;so, I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly mtg_e Y
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppd! n té any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. FEDERAL COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position

that competition is a better approach, and that “wireless cable” technology could be a viablgtLGm to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to ozel ing J

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation &
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(©) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits” and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!
= /,{f? .

MMDS Applicant: Signed_
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MBEQEMELP I

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly milqgmy
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppd! n {d any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. FEDERALCON ARg,Ssm
OFFICES
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demongted sigen
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that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable idate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”. )

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to “insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

Date G/Z/?Z

MMDS Applicant: Signed



Y2 " |
f £ Dk 0, -go RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT

Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significanfly E(D i ED
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. Ju{h\“@z'
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC defeg . SONDAD T ION

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viblE Calv@8a
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed W f@%ﬁ " Date C;// / 7.2
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that s1gmﬂcﬂE B
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups®. JUN-9 1992i
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCCFWW

(b)

©)

(d)

©

®

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a oitibé

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to cgﬁ ‘\
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participa m? 2%
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing’with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a2 mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process! /

L4

MMDS Applicant: Signed | “ /e, QJI/“ U, el /7 Date é/ /7/ AR
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that signiﬁcmgmg

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and ition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN -9 19921

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FC
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a orrdzicr tBtisSTRYO
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing wiﬁ‘t-he

media giants. OR\G\N

-
(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection g?ocgl!'ﬁlott&y)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢©) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed (- ‘ Date JZ/J) T/ G
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th *request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MAB.E&QEWOE[,)I

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly | B:Em
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppo. t

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS CONMISSION

(@

(b)

©)

d

©

®

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demons - n
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viab%e to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to crea®
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation-by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "“preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed LM‘(-W -L.. Date 1.&.9;_37.
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of A%?applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that signiﬁcangunnﬂler(ny
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable .
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to ¢ g/ .
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participati (Hage
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing With the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". :

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Zéﬁ,é @7#’12/ Date (e 20 / /77?
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly u"lue’cm&y
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settiement groups”. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

: OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY

(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candﬁ' te to

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to cr, )
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participgji d‘?
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-foet “the

media giants. -
(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Date
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMB@QEM E'DI
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly Menﬂm‘
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and oppo to‘any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. TIONS COMMISSION
SECRETARY
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demc!g aj:osition
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could b e candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

() This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”. )

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the a of the awar ocess!
& ; KZ é Dat'é:;/ Ml&/ 92‘

MMDS Applicant: Sig
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Pursuant to the FCC's Apnl 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”,
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly mmﬂm‘
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settiement groups"”. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a posmon

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a \m idate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC ling

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly partiGj verage
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equa otmg with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”. )

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed( % Vi /ﬂ-m,é Date é/ /21 [zg
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppositioa !

@

(b)

(©

(d)

©

®

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups®. w%

S
;‘f

As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demoOx "d position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a Vigh!I® candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to cfeate a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqn&l—ét&tm‘ﬁﬂe

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiqﬂl.lﬂm‘:e%"”&tery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
FEDEAAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules 9{?&*‘&3& s“ti”'igi"@;{'ence
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed W/Q@M Date /o~ 3 -9




‘i’i'a‘g‘é'éu% @ENST  RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" lﬂﬂ, T A—

ARLINGTON, VA 22204

Pursuant ta the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed procg.ggfrié}&f E@ ltcatzons" I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sighifi y i my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition tq

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups, 3 d 24 Py ' < 6}%’

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technolo be i, yigble candidajg to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the ' a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eﬁaéf&tmbh

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selecﬁd“”rb’c&mttery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

CRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules reg%?‘fimsgsﬁpretﬁerence

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementmned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed M ' M / Date ;/%é Z—
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